REMARKS 

The Office Action dated February 9, 2007, has been received and carefully noted. 
The following remarks are submitted as a full and complete response thereto. 

Claims 1-47 are currently pending in the application, of which claims 1, 18-20, 35, 
and 46-47 are independent claims. Claims 1-47 are respectfully submitted for 
consideration. 

Claims 1-42 and 45-47 were rejected "under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by [sic]" U.S. Patent No. 6,775,534 of Lindgren et al. ("Lindgren") in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 5,442,805 of Sagers et al. ("Sagers") and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,201,973 of Kowaguchi ("Kowaguchi"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

This rejection is clearly erroneous because an anticipatory rejection must establish 
that all of the elements of the claims are disclosed in a single reference. The Office 
Action remedied certain identified deficiencies of Lindgren with Sagers and Kowaguchi, 
which clearly acknowledges that no single reference teaches each and every element of 
the claim. "A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim 
is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." 
Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 
1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection is in 
error and should be withdrawn. 
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For the Examiner's convenience, some discussion of the combined teachings (and 
the proposed combination of references) in contrast to the claims is provided below, in 
order to avoid any unnecessary delay in issuing this application as a patent. 

Claim 1, upon which claims 2-17 depend, is directed to a method including 
supporting emergency calls in a mobile communications network, the mobile 
communication network including a network element. The method also includes 
receiving a network access from a user equipment. The method further includes 
receiving, at the network element, network access information relating to the user 
equipment, the network access information indicating the areas the user equipment is 
allowed to access. The method additionally includes selectively controlling access to the 
network in dependence on the network access information. The method also includes 
disabling the selectively controlling access to the network for an emergency call network 
access. 

Claim 18 is directed to a computer program product embodied on a computer 
readable medium including computer program code, the computer program code 
configured to perform a method. The method includes receiving a network access from a 
user equipment. The method also includes receiving, at a network element of a network, 
network access information relating to the user equipment, the network access 
information indicating the areas the user equipment is allowed to access. The method 
further includes selectively controlling access to the network in dependence on the 
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network access information. The method additionally includes disabling the selectively 
controlling access to the network for an emergency call network access. 

Claim 19 is directed to a computer program product including a computer useable 
medium having computer readable code embodied therein for supporting emergency calls 
in a mobile communications network. The computer program product is configured 
when executed on a computer to perform receiving a network access from a user 
equipment, the network access information indicating the areas the user equipment is 
allowed to access. The computer program product is also configured when executed on a 
computer to perform receiving network access information relating to the user equipment. 
The computer program product is further configured when executed on a computer to 
perform selectively controlling access to the network according to the network access 
information. The computer program product is additionally configured when executed on 
a computer to perform disabling the selectively controlling access to the network for an 
emergency call network access. 

Claim 20, upon which claims 21-34 depend, is directed to a network element 
including a network access request receiving unit configured to receive a network access 
request from a user equipment in a network. The network element also includes a 
network access information receiving unit configured to receive network access 
information relating to the user equipment, the network access information indicating the 
areas the user equipment is allowed to access. The network element further includes a 
selection unit configured to selectively control network access for the user equipment in 
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dependence on the network access information. The network element additionally 
includes a disabling unit configured to disable the selection unit for an emergency call 
network access. 

Claim 35, upon which claims 36-45 depend, is directed to a communication 
system including an access network. The communication system also includes a core 
network. The communication system further includes at least one user equipment 
configured to connect to the core network through the access network. The access 
network is configured to receive a request for a network access from the user equipment. 
The access network is also configured to receive network access information relating to 
the user from the core network, the network access information indicating the areas the 
user equipment is allowed to access. The access network is further configured to 
selectively control access to the core network for the user equipment in dependence on 
the network access information. The access network is additionally configured to 
identify a request for an emergency call. The access network is also configured to disable 
the selective controlling of access to the network responsive to identification of the 
emergency call. 

Claim 46 is directed to a network element including network access request 
receiving means for receiving a network access request from a user equipment in a 
network. The network element also includes network access information receiving 
means for receiving network access information relating to the user equipment, the 
network access information indicating the areas the user equipment is allowed to access. 
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The network element further includes selection means for selectively controlling network 
access for the user equipment in dependence on the network access information. The 
network element additionally includes disabling means for disabling the selection means 
for an emergency call network access. 

Claim 47 is directed to a communication system including an access network, a 
core network, and at least one user equipment for connection to the core network through 
the access network. The access network includes means for receiving a request for a 
network access from the user equipment. The access network also includes means for 
receiving network access information relating to the user from the core network, the 
network access information indicating the areas the user equipment is allowed to access. 
The access network further includes means for selectively controlling access to the core 
network for the user equipment in dependence on the network access information. The 
access network additionally includes means for identifying a request for an emergency 
call. The access network also includes means for disabling the means for selectively 
controlling access to the network responsive to identification of the emergency call. 

Telecommunications networks can store "network access information" associated 
with a user. This information can define the areas that a user equipment is allowed to 
access. Certain embodiments of the present invention offer an improved system of 
supporting emergency calls in a telecommunications network. When the user equipment 
attempts to establish a connection for an emergency call, the "network access 
information" can be received by the controlling network element. The controlling 
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element can then disable the process of checking this information and allow the 
emergency call. 

Such embodiments can provide an advantageous improvement over previous 
system in which, when a user equipment attempts to connect to a network to make an 
emergency call, the network will simply allow the connection. 

Consequently a connection can be permitted in certain embodiments of the present 
invention even if the "network access information" defines that the user equipment is to 
be denied access. During an emergency call established in these circumstances, if the 
network then receives the "network access information" (for example if the user 
equipment changes the base station it is connected to or if the user equipment enters into 
a new connection - e.g. to send or receive data services), the user equipment may be 
denied access to the network. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the combination of Lindgren, Sagers, and 
Kowaguchi fails to disclose or suggest all of the elements of any of the presently pending 
claims, and, therefore, the cited combination cannot provide the above-identified critical 
and unobvious advantages. 

Lindgren generally relates to a telecommunications system that allows emergency 
calls in a voice over IP (VoIP) radio telecommunication system. Under Lindgren, an 
emergency call indication is provided in a session activation request. This emergency 
call indication overrides any refusal of service "even if it would normally fail." There is 
no hint or suggestion in Lindgren that the network or an element thereof receives 
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"network access information relating to said user equipment, said network access 
information indicating the areas the user equipment is allowed to access." Furthermore, 
there is no use in Lindgren for such information. 

The Office Action, at page 3, acknowledged this deficiency of Lindgren, and cited 
Sagers and Kowaguchi to teach this missing feature. 

Sagers generally relates to location-based adaptive radio control. More 
particularly, Sagers discusses a method of adjusting the operating parameters of a mobile 
radio in relation to its current location. At column 2, lines 49-51, Sagers describes a 
mobile radio including a "location determining device or system, such as a LORAN, 
satellite global positioning systems, or dead reckoning." 

In a first embodiment of Sagers, "the location determining device is capable of 
determining whether the radio is located in location A or location B." In response the 
radio will change its operating band. In a second embodiment of Sagers, a 
communication system is capable of transmitting a command to a radio station defining a 
area in which transmission is automatically inhibited. The radio determines if it has 
entered the restricted area and acts accordingly. 

In both embodiments of Sagers, the location of the mobile station is determined by 
the mobile station itself Furthermore information is provided in or to the mobile station, 
and that information defines geographic areas in which certain functions of the mobile 
station are to be controlled. In both embodiments of Sagers, the mobile station itself 
determines whether its present location is within a prescribed area. 
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Kowaguchi generally relate to a similar system in which a mobile communication 
apparatus having a transceiver is provided with a "location calculator." The mobile 
communication apparatus has a plurality of transmission inhibition areas stored in a 
memory. The transceiver is controlled depending on whether the location of the mobile 
communication apparatus is within one of the transmission inhibition areas. The 
transmission inhibition areas are stored in the transmission inhibition area table in the 
mobile communications apparatus (reference 216 of Figure 3). 

It is apparent that the operation of Kowaguchi is similar to that of Sagers 
insomuch as the mobile station determines its position and whether or not is it within a 
prescribed area. 

The combination of Lindgren with either or both of Kowaguchi and Sagers cannot, 
therefore, teach, disclose, or suggest the present invention as recited in the claims. 

For example, there is no hint or suggestion that the information defining the 
prescribed areas (Kowaguchi and Sagers), stored in the mobile station, should be sent to 
the network. 

Furthermore, both Kowaguchi and Sagers teach away from such a transmission 
action. Since the location is determined and processed within the mobile station, there 
would be no obvious reason that the information describing the prescribed areas should 
be sent to the network. Moreover, since both documents teach inhibiting transmission in 
certain prescribed areas, it would be illogical to transmit information from the mobile 
station in order to prohibit transmission of information from the mobile station. 
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Furthermore, even an abstract, hindsight-motivated combination of features of the 
two documents cannot teach the present invention as claimed. Both Kowaguchi and 
Sagers teach prohibiting transmission (as well as controlling other features such as 
frequency). Prohibiting transmission is entirely separate from controlling access to a 
network. Should a user equipment be denied access to a network, it will normally 
continue to transmit, potentially using higher power, to find a network to which it is 
allowed access. 

Applicants, therefore, respectfully submit that information determining whether a 
user equipment is allowed to transmit is an entirely separate and different feature from 
"areas the user equipment is allowed to access," and that the latter is not taught or 
suggested by the former. 

The independent claims of the present invention (claims 1, 18-20, 35, and 46-47), 
which each have their own scope, each specify that the network access information, 
indicating the areas the user equipment is allowed to access, is received in a network 
element or in an access network. For example, claim 1 recites: "receiving, at the network 
element, network access information relating to said user equipment, said network access 
information indicating the areas the user equipment is allowed to access." 

As explained above, even if Sagers and Kowaguchi were to disclose such 
information, they do not disclose or suggest that the information is received at a network 
element or access network. Furthermore, as explained above, what Sagers and 
Kowaguchi disclose is not network access information that indicates the areas the user 
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equipment is allowed to access, but rather prohibited transmission areas, which is not 
equivalent to areas the user equipment is allowed to access. 

To put it another way, Sagers is interested in locations from which the mobile 
station is not allowed to transmit , as opposed to areas (of, for example, a network) that 
the mobile station is allowed to access. 

The Office Action cited column 3, line 56, to column 4, line 34, of Sagers as 
disclosing this feature. However, as can be seen from Figure 3, the cited portion is not 
concerned with network access at all, but rather with prohibiting the transmission of radio 
frequency in a hazard area. Specifically, the cited portion is concerned with assisting a 
mobile station in avoiding causing an explosion in the presence of unstable explosives. 
In contrast, the claims recite "network access information." 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully disagree with the Office Action's 
characterization of Sagers as disclosing "areas the user equipment is allowed to access." 
Thus, it is respectfully submitted that the combination of Lindgren, Sagers, and 
Kowaguchi fails to disclose or suggest all of the elements of any of independent claims 1, 
18-20, 35, and 46-47, and it is respectfully requested that the respective rejections of 
claims 1, 18-20, 35, and 46-47 be withdrawn. 

Claims 2-17, 21-34, 36-42, and 45 depend respectively from, and further limit, 
claims 1, 20, and 35. It is, therefore, respectfully submitted that each of claims 2-17, 21- 
34, 36-42, and 45 recites subject matter that is neither disclosed nor suggested in the 



combination of Lindgren, Sagers, and Kowaguchi. Thus, it is respectfully requested that 
the rejection of claims 2-17, 21-34, 36-42, and 45 be withdrawn. 

The Office Action, at pages 2-3, items 1-6 set forth various arguments responsive 
to the distinction and shortcomings identified above. 

For example, at item 1, the Office Action made general assertions regarding the 
"ability to locate a mobile unit" and "that both the mobile and/or network can determine 
the location and disable communications." Applicants respectfully note that to establish 
that the claims are unpatentable, it is necessary for the combination of references to teach 
what is recited in the claims. The Office Action, and particular item 1, do not meet this 
prima facie burden. 

For example, claim 1 recites, in part, "receiving, at the network element, network 
access information relating to said user equipment, said network access information 
indicating the areas the user equipment is allowed to access." As explained above, this 
feature is neither disclosed nor suggested by the combination of cited references, whether 
or not such a combination is proper. General statements of what was allegedly known in 
the art cannot remedy this deficiency in the teachings of the prior art. 

At item 2, the Office Action asserted that "network element" does not "limit the 
examiner's interpretation" and that Sagers' teaching of a "dispatch center" qualifies as a 
network element. Applicants respectfully submit that this argument also does not address 
the fundamental problem with the rejection, namely that - even considering Sagers' 
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"dispatch center 55 as a network element - neither Sagers nor any of the other cited 
references (alone or in combination) discloses or suggests what is claimed. 

Specifically, for example, the cited art does not disclose or suggest "receiving, at 
the network element, network access information relating to said user equipment, said 
network access information indicating the areas the user equipment is allowed to access" 
as recited in claim 1. Whether or not Sagers' "dispatch center" is a "network element" is 
tangential and peripheral to the shortcomings of the rejection. 

At item 3, the Office Action responded to the argument above that points out that 
the combination is an improper, hindsight reconstruction. The Office Action states "the 
examiner disagrees since the prior art clearly combines to read on the claims and 
motivation if [sic] found in the prior art (see columns/lines cited)." Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

The hindsight combination problem will now be explained again, in the hope that 
this aspect of the shortcomings of the rejection will be more apparent to the Examiner 
upon reconsideration. 

The Office Action has rejected the main independent claims in light of Lindgren, 
Sagers and Kowaguchi. In particular Lindgren is used by the Office Action to teach all 
features of claim 1 except "said network access information indicating the areas the user 
equipment is allowed to access". The Office Action referred to Sagers and Kowaguchi to 
teach this feature. 
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In doing so, the Office Action has picked unconnected features of two alleged 
prior art documents and without establishing a case for why the particular features cited 
should be combined to teach the limitations of the claims of the present application. 

The method of claim 1 includes (among other things) the single, unified feature of 
"receiving, at the network element, network access information relating to said user 
equipment, said network access information indicating the areas the user equipment is 
allowed to access." 

For this feature to be taught by the prior art, it must be established that "network 
access information indicating the areas the user equipment is allowed to access" is itself 
received at a network element. The Office Action has failed to do this and, therefore, has 
failed to provide a prima facie case of obviousness. 

The Office Action used Lindgren to teach "receiving network access information 
relating to said user equipment." In doing so the Office Action gives examples of ESN, 
or phone number. There is no hint or suggestion that this might be "information 
indicating the areas the user equipment is allowed to access." In other words, Lindgren is 
merely used to teach receiving information . 

The Office Action then uses Sagers to teach "network access information 
indicating areas the user equipment is allowed to access." There is no hint or suggestion 
in Sagers that this "network access information indicating areas the user equipment is 
allowed to access" is transmitted or received by any element of the network. In other 
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words, Sagers is used to teach the existence of a certain type of information that, in 
Sagers, is stored in and used by a "location determining device" within the mobile radio. 

In summary, the Office Action has argued that there is information that is 
received, and a different information which is stored. Having cited only these features, 
the Office Action has failed to establish a case for why one of ordinary skill in the art 
would find it obvious to combine the cited references to teach "receiving, at the network 
element, network access information relating to said user equipment, said network access 
information indicating the areas the user equipment is allowed to access." 

It is, relatively speaking, inconsequential whether the skilled person would be led 
to combine the two documents . Neither document teaches this single, unitary feature of 
the claim as a whole. Neither document even suggests this feature. Even if one were to 
combine the documents, one would still not have the single, unitary feature of the claim 
that is recited. Instead, one would have one kind of information stored, and another kind 
of information transmitted. Consequently the Office Action's attempt to combine the 
features is clearly only possible in hindsight with knowledge of the present invention, 
which is the very definition of impermissible hindsight reconstruction. Thus, the 
rejections should be withdrawn. 

At item 4, the Office Action asserted, in essence, that the "the examiner will hold 
to his broad interpretation" of "network access" regardless of the arguments presented 
above. Applicants respectfully submit that even under the Office Action's allegedly 
broad interpretation of "network access," the cited combination of references still would 
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fail to disclose or suggest "receiving, at the network element, network access information 
relating to said user equipment, said network access information indicating the areas the 
user equipment is allowed to access," as recited in claim 1. 

Furthermore, although limitations should not be read into the claims from the 
specification, the claims must be read in light of the specification. Thus, the Office 
Action improperly refuses to give weight to Applicant's arguments regarding the scope of 
the claims. 

At item 6, the Office Action took the position that the claims should be amended. 
Since the claims currently recite subject matter that is neither disclosed nor suggested in 
the cited art, it is respectfully submitted that no amendment to the claims is necessary at 
this time. 

Claims 43-44 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lindgren in view of Sagers and Kowaguchi and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,594,492 of Choi et al. ("Choi"). The Office Action took the position that Lindgren, 
Sagers, and Kowaguchi disclose most of the features of claims 42-43, but cited Choi to 
remedy certain deficiencies of Lindgren, Sagers, and Kowaguchi with regard to those 
claims. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Claims 42-43 depend from and further limit claim 35. At least some of the 
deficiencies of Lindgren, Sagers, and Kowaguchi with regard to claim 35 are discussed 
above. Choi fails to remedy the deficiencies of Lindgren, Sagers, and Kowaguchi, and, 
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thus, the combination of Lindgren, Sagers, Kowaguchi, and Choi fails to disclose or 
suggest all of the elements of any of the presently pending claims. 

Choi generally relates to anchor MSC information retrieval from a serving MSC 
following a completed inter-exchange handoff. Thus, Choi is concerned with inter- 
exchange handoffs with regards to mobile stations. At column 6, lines 42-54, Choi 
discusses obtaining the current position of the mobile station during an inter-exchange 
handoff. This is in relation to an emergency call. However, there is no further reference 
in Choi of allowing or disallowing this emergency call. Therefore, Choi has little (if any) 
bearing on the present invention, and in particular cannot disclose or suggest the features 
of the present invention which are not taught by the combination of Lindgren, Sagers, and 
Kowaguchi. It is, therefore, respectfully requested that the rejection of claims 42-43 be 
withdrawn. 

The Office Action, at item 5, asserted that Applicants are "attacking the references 
individually and not in a combined (USC 103) manner." Applicants respectfully 
disagree. Applicants position, as explained above, clearly is that Choi cannot remedy the 
deficiencies of Lindgren, Sagers, and Kowaguchi. Thus, the combination of Lindgren, 
Sagers, Kowaguchi, and Choi fails to disclose or suggest all of the features of any of the 
presently pending claims. 

For the reason explained above, it is respectfully submitted that each of claims 1- 
47 recites subject matter that is neither disclosed nor suggested in the prior art. It is, 
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therefore, respectfully requested that all of claims 1-47 be allowed, and that this 
application be passed to issue. 

If, for any reason, the Examiner determines that the application is not now in 
condition for allowance, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner contact, by 
telephone, Applicants' undersigned attorney at the indicated telephone number to arrange 
for an interview to expedite the disposition of this application. 

In the event this paper is not being timely filed, Applicants respectfully petition for 
an appropriate extension of time. Any fees for such an extension together with any 
additional fees may be charged to Counsel's Deposit Account 50-2222. 
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